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1 The claims of Sandhu’s wife, Verinder Kaur, and his son, Vikramjit
Singh, are derivative of his claim.  See 8 U.S.C. § 1158(b)(3).

2 Because the parties are familiar with the facts, we do not recite them
here.
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Mukhinder Singh Sandhu,1 a native and citizen of India, petitions for review

of a decision of the Board of Immigration Appeals, affirming the decision of the

Immigration Judge (“IJ”).  The IJ denied Sandhu’s application for asylum and for

restriction on removal and also denied the application of Sandhu’s wife, Verinder

Kaur, for voluntary departure.  We have jurisdiction over the petition for review

pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252, and we deny the petition.

The IJ’s adverse credibility determination is supported by substantial

evidence.2  See Al-Harbi v. INS, 242 F.3d 882, 888 (9th Cir. 2001) (stating that

the IJ’s adverse credibility finding is reviewed for substantial evidence and

therefore must be upheld unless the petitioner demonstrates that “no reasonable

factfinder could conclude that he is ineligible for relief from removal”).  The IJ

relied on numerous inconsistencies in Sandhu’s testimony that were material to his

claim, and Sandhu has failed to offer any evidence or explanations on appeal

sufficient to overturn the IJ’s determination.  The petition for review is

DENIED.
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